
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION 
 
 
GREGORY B., )  
 )  

Plaintiff, )  
 )  

v. ) No. 1:20-cv-02737-MJD-JPH 
 )  
KILOLO KIJAKAZI, Acting Commissioner of  
the Social Security Administration,1 

) 
) 

 

 )  
Defendant. )  

 
 
 
 

ENTRY ON JUDICIAL REVIEW 

 Claimant Gregory B. requests judicial review of the final decision of the Commissioner 

of the Social Security Administration ("Commissioner") denying his application for Disability 

Insurance Benefits ("DIB") under Title II of the Social Security Act ("the Act") and 

Supplemental Security Income ("SSI") under Title XVI of the Act.  See 42 U.S.C. §§ 423(d), 

1382.  For the reasons set forth below, the Court AFFIRMS the decision of the Commissioner. 

I. Background 

Claimant applied for DIB and SSI in July 2017, alleging an onset of disability as of April 

30, 2016.  [Dkt. 10-5 at 2, 7.]  Claimant's application was denied initially and upon 

reconsideration, and a hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge Kathleen Kadlec 

 

1 Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 25(d), after the removal of Andrew M. Saul from 
his office as Commissioner of the Social Security Administration on July 9, 2021, Kilolo 
Kijakazi automatically became the Defendant in this case when she was named Acting 
Commissioner of the Social Security Administration. 
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("ALJ") on January 16, 2020.  [Dkt. 10-2 at 33.]   On February 5, 2020, ALJ Kadlec issued her 

determination that Claimant was not disabled.  Id. at 16.  The Appeals Council then denied 

Claimant's request for review on August 24, 2020.  Id. at 2.  Claimant timely filed his Complaint 

on October 22, 2020, seeking judicial review of the ALJ's decision.  [Dkt. 1.]   

II. Legal Standards 

 To be eligible for benefits, a claimant must have a disability pursuant to  42 U.S.C. § 

423.2  Disability is defined as the "inability to engage in any substantial gainful activity by 

reason of any medically determinable physical or mental impairment which can be expected to 

result in death or which has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not less 

than 12 months."  42 U.S.C. § 423(d)(1)(A).  To determine whether a claimant is disabled, the 

Commissioner, as represented by the ALJ, employs a sequential, five-step analysis: (1) if the 

claimant is engaged in substantial gainful activity, he is not disabled; (2) if the claimant does not 

have a "severe" impairment, one that significantly limits his ability to perform basic work 

activities, he is not disabled; (3) if the claimant's impairment or combination of impairments 

meets or medically equals any impairment appearing in the Listing of Impairments, 20 C.F.R. pt. 

404, subpart P, App. 1, the claimant is disabled; (4) if the claimant is not found to be disabled at 

step three, and is able to perform his past relevant work, he is not disabled; and (5) if the 

claimant is not found to be disabled at step three, cannot perform his past relevant work, but can 

perform certain other available work, he is not disabled.  20 C.F.R. § 404.1520.  Before 

continuing to step four, the ALJ must assess the claimant's residual functional capacity ("RFC") 

 

2 DIB and SSI claims are governed by separate statutes and regulations that are identical in all 
respects relevant to this case. For the sake of simplicity, this Entry contains citations to those that 
apply to DIB. 
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by "incorporat[ing] all of the claimant's limitations supported by the medical record."  Crump v. 

Saul, 932 F.3d 567, 570 (7th Cir. 2019). 

In reviewing Claimant's appeal, the Court will reverse only "if the ALJ based the denial 

of benefits on incorrect legal standards or less than substantial evidence."  Martin v. Saul, 950 

F.3d 369, 373 (7th Cir. 2020).  Thus, an ALJ's decision "will be upheld if supported by 

substantial evidence," which means "such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept 

as adequate to support a conclusion."  Jozefyk v. Berryhill, 923 F.3d 492, 496 (7th Cir. 2019).  

An ALJ need not address every piece of evidence but must provide a "logical bridge" 

between the evidence and her conclusions.  Varga v. Colvin, 794 F.3d 809, 813 (7th Cir. 2015).  

This Court may not reweigh the evidence, resolve conflicts, decide questions of credibility, or 

substitute its judgment for that of the ALJ.  Burmester v. Berryhill, 920 F.3d 507, 510 (7th Cir. 

2019).  Where substantial evidence supports the ALJ's disability determination, the Court must 

affirm the decision even if "reasonable minds could differ" on whether Claimant is disabled.  Id. 

III. ALJ Decision 

The ALJ first determined that Claimant had not engaged in substantial gainful activity 

since the alleged onset date of April 30, 2016.  [Dkt. 10-2 at 18.]  At step two, the ALJ found that 

Claimant had the following severe impairments:  "affective disorder, characterized variously as 

depressive or bipolar disorder, with psychotic features."  Id.  At step three, the ALJ found that 

Claimant's impairments did not meet or equal a listed impairment during the relevant time 

period.  Id. at 19.  The ALJ then found that, during the relevant time period, Claimant had the 

residual functional capacity ("RFC") 

to perform a full range of work at all exertional levels but with the following 
nonexertional limitations:  He can occasionally climb ladders, ropes, or scaffolds.  
He can never work at unprotected heights.  He can occasionally work around 

https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I41deaa80b3f211e9a3ecec4a01914b9c/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_570
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I41deaa80b3f211e9a3ecec4a01914b9c/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_570
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Ibd29118049f211ea8f0e832f713fac0a/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_373
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Ibd29118049f211ea8f0e832f713fac0a/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_373
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I16ab429071e611e99d608a2f8658c0b8/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_496
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I10695c1c321511e5a795ac035416da91/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_813
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I59115990580911e9a6438b9dc1ba0379/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_510
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I59115990580911e9a6438b9dc1ba0379/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_510
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I59115990580911e9a6438b9dc1ba0379/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549642?page=18
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moving mechanical parts and operate a motor vehicle.  He can tolerate a work 
environment with moderate noise.  He can understand, remember, and carry out 
simple, routine, repetitive tasks and make simple work-related decisions.  He can 
occasionally interact with supervisors and coworkers, and can never interact with 
the public. 
 

Id. at 20-21.   

 At step four, the ALJ found that Claimant was not able to perform his past relevant work 

during the relevant time period.  Id. at 24.  At step five, the ALJ, relying on testimony from a 

vocational expert ("VE"), determined that Claimant was able to perform jobs that exist in 

significant numbers in the national economy.  Id. at 25.  Accordingly, the ALJ concluded 

Claimant was not disabled.  Id. at 26. 

IV. Discussion 

 Claimant argues that the ALJ erred in two respects, each of which is addressed, in turn, 

below. 

 A.  Subjective Symptoms 

 Claimant first argues that the ALJ failed to apply SSR 16-3p properly in assessing 

Claimant's subjective symptoms and that this was an error of law that requires remand.  The 

Court disagrees. 

 Pursuant to Social Security Ruling 16-3p, "[the ALJ] must consider whether there is an 

underlying medically determinable physical or mental impairment(s) that could reasonably be 

expected to produce an individual's symptoms."  SSR 16-3p, 2017 WL 5180304, at *3.  Once 

established, the ALJ must "evaluate the intensity and persistence of those symptoms to determine 

the extent to which the symptoms limit an individual's ability to perform work-related 

activities."  Id.  Social Security Ruling 16-3p, which rescinded Social Security Ruling 96-7p on 

March 28, 2016, requires that the ALJ assess a claimant's subjective symptoms, but not his 

https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I0a0ff96dc50011e79bef99c0ee06c731/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I0a0ff96dc50011e79bef99c0ee06c731/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
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credibility.  Id. at *2.  The "change in wording is meant to clarify that administrative law judges 

aren't in the business of impeaching claimants' character; obviously administrative law judges 

will continue to assess the credibility of [symptom] assertions by applicants, especially as such 

assertions often cannot be either credited or rejected on the basis of medical evidence."  Cole v. 

Colvin, 831 F.3d 411, 412 (7th Cir. 2016) (emphasis in original).  At stage two of the Social 

Security Ruling 16-3p analysis, the ALJ considers the claimant's alleged symptoms in light of the 

claimant's daily activities; the location, duration, frequency, and intensity of the symptoms; 

precipitating and aggravating factors; the type, dosage, effectiveness, and side effects of 

medication; treatment other than medication for relief of symptoms; and other measures taken to 

relieve symptoms. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1529(c)(3). 

 Here, the ALJ acknowledged Claimant's testimony regarding his subjective symptoms, 

[Dkt. 10-2 at 20],  and expressly recognized—and cited to—"medical evidence that is consistent 

with the claimant's allegations" and the treatment Claimant receives for his symptoms.  Id. at 22.  

The ALJ then concluded: 

All of the above evidence demonstrates that the claimant's impairments limits [sic] 
his ability to work.  However, the record overall does not establish that the 
claimant's symptoms are so intractable and his limitations so extreme that he is 
incapable of all manner of work.  In fact, the evidence demonstrates that the 
claimant's treatment is quite effective. 
 

Id.  The ALJ then provided a thorough and accurate summary of the record of evidence 

regarding Claimant's reports to his mental health professionals about his symptoms and the 

efficacy of his medication during the relevant time period.  Based on these records, the ALJ 

found that  

the medical evidence demonstrates that the claimant's symptoms respond very 
well to medication.  His mood is stable.  He is able to interact appropriately, think 
rationally, and independently accomplish his daily living activities.  Such 

https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I10e52de053c011e68cefc52a15cd8e9f/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_412
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I10e52de053c011e68cefc52a15cd8e9f/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_412
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/N938DD8C012EF11E793BFBBE60984580C/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549642?page=20
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evidence will not support a determination that the claimant is mentally 
incapacitated. 
 

Id.  at 23.  The ALJ then thoroughly and accurately summarized the opinion evidence of record, 

including that of Claimant's treating mental health counselor, Nicolas Fuller, LMHC, and the 

state agency psychologists, Amy Johnson, Ph.D., and Kenneth Neville, Ph.D., finding them to be 

persuasive and well-supported.  However, based on Claimant's testimony and the record as a 

whole, the ALJ "assessed a slightly more restrictive residual functional capacity" than Fuller and 

the state consultants. 

 In support of his argument that the ALJ did not properly apply SSR 16-3p, Claimant 

points to various medical records for the proposition that "[w]hile it is true that several medical 

visits document [Claimant's] reports that he is doing better on medication, but [sic] he still 

consistently reported that while doing better he has serious issues." [Dkt. 14 at 18.]  Claimant 

then argues that "while [Claimant's] medications did improve his symptoms significantly, it does 

not mean he is capable of functioning in a full time job."3  Id.   

 The relevant portions of the medical records cited by Claimant are as follow: 

 

 

 

3 Claimant also argues that the ALJ placed "undue weight" on Claimant's daily activities and 
failed to "include the caveats associated with these activities," such as the fact that he needs to be 
reminded to take his medication and do his chores and that he "has difficulty leaving the house 
alone and usually wants his grandmother or someone else with him."  [Dkt. 14 at 19.]   However, 
the ALJ did not commit the common error of equating Claimant's daily activities with the ability 
to work full-time; rather, the ALJ simply noted that Claimant's "statements about his daily 
activities accord with his treatment records," citing to various statements in the record regarding 
those activities.  [Dkt. 10-2 at 21-22.]  This fulfilled the ALJ's obligation under Social Security 
Ruling 16-3p to consider Claimant's daily activities in assessing his subjective symptoms. 

https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318663641?page=18
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318663641?page=19
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549642?page=21
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• Treating psychiatrist Arman Siddiqui, M.D, note from May 9, 2017: 
 

 

 
 
       [Dkt. 10-7 at 62.] 
 

• Dr. Siddiqui note from May 30, 2017: 
 

 

 
 
       Id. at 61. 
 
 
 

https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549647?page=62
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• Dr. Siddiqui note from August 14, 2017: 
 

 

 
 
       Id. at 85. 

• Dr. Siddiqui's note from November 8, 2017: 

 

 
 

 
 
      Id. at 260. 
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• Treatment Plan Review by Linda Gotkin, OBHP, dated May 23, 2018: 
 

 
 

 
 
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
[Dkt. 10-8 at 2-4.]  
 
 
 

https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549648?page=2
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• Dr. Siddiqui's notes from October 8, 2019: 
 

 
 

 
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Id. at 34. 
 

• Dr. Siddiqui's notes from November 6, 2019: 
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Id. at 29-30. 
 

• Dr. Siddiqui's notes from December 5, 2019: 
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       Id. at 27-28.   

 These records clearly reflect that Claimant was not free of mental health symptoms, but 

they do not demonstrate that the ALJ failed to recognize and consider Claimant's continuing 

symptoms or that she mischaracterized the record in any way.  Rather, the ALJ expressly noted 

the following: 

There is medical evidence that is consistent with the claimant’s allegations.  He 
has sought treatment for symptoms such as social anxiety, excessive worry, 
depression, insomnia, and poor concentration  (Ex. 3F/4; 8F/35, 39; 13F/13; 
16F/10).  He has a history of manic episodes, during which he would go days 
without sleeping and engage in impulsive behavior.  In the year prior to the alleged 
onset date, he was hospitalized for bipolar mania and psychosis (Ex. 2F/3; 3F/4).  
His psychotic symptoms have surfaced at times since the alleged onset date; they 
consist of paranoid feelings of being watched or judged, and hearing voices or 
believing that the television is sending him messages (Ex. 3F/4; 13F/13; 16F/26, 
33).  On a few occasions, the claimant has exhibited a flat affect, anxious mood, 
or tangential speech in psychiatric appointments (Ex. 3F/6-7; 16F/12, 18).  
 

[Dkt. 10-2 at 22.]   As the Claimant notes, "SSR 16-3p requires the ALJ to consider 'the entire 

case record, including the objective medical evidence, the individual's own statements about 

symptoms, statements and other information provided by treating or examining physicians or 

psychologists and other persons about the symptoms and how they affect the individual, and 

https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549642?page=22
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other relevant evidence in the case record.'"  [Dkt. 14 at 17-18] (quoting SSR 16-3p, at *4, and 

citing Arnold v. Barnhart, 473 F.3d 816, 823 (7th Cir. 2007)).  That is precisely what the ALJ 

did in this case.  In light of the entire record, which the ALJ carefully examined, the ALJ 

determined that Claimant's continuing symptoms were not disabling.  This conclusion is 

supported by substantial evidence.  As noted above, the Court may not reweigh the evidence, 

resolve conflicts, decide questions of credibility, or substitute its judgment for that of the ALJ.  

Burmester, 920 F.3d at 510.  The Court must decline Claimant's invitation to do so here.   

 B.  RFC Determination 

 Claimant next argues that the ALJ failed to adequately support her RFC determination.  

Specifically, Claimant argues that the ALJ failed to account for the moderate limitations in 

concentration, persistence, or pace that the ALJ found.  In so arguing, Claimant relies on the 

plethora of cases from the Seventh Circuit that hold that "generically confining claimants to 

'routine tasks and limited interactions with others' might not adequately capture a claimant's 

limitations" in concentration, persistence, or pace.  Jozefyk, 923 F.3d at 498; see also Lothridge 

v. Saul, 984 F.3d 1227, 1233 (7th Cir. 2021); Varga, 794 F.3d at 809;  Yurt v. Colvin, 758 F.3d 

850, 856 (7th Cir. 2014); O'Connor-Spinner v. Astrue, 627 F.3d 614, 620 (7th Cir. 2010).   

 On this issue, however, this case is virtually identical to that of Burmester, 920 F.3d at 

511.  In Burmester, the ALJ found that the claimant had moderate difficulties in her ability to 

sustain concentration, persistence, or pace, and the claimant argued that the ALJ's limitation in 

his RFC finding that claimant was "mentally limited to simple, routine, repetitive tasks requiring 

only simple work-related decisions with few changes in the routine work setting and no more 

than occasional interaction with supervisors, coworkers, and the general public" failed to account 

for those difficulties.  The Seventh Circuit disagreed, noting the following: 

https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318663641?page=17
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Iaeda2f27a59b11dba10be1078cee05f1/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_823
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I59115990580911e9a6438b9dc1ba0379/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_510
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I16ab429071e611e99d608a2f8658c0b8/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_498
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I133d4d904fbd11eb960a9329eed1cde2/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_1233
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I133d4d904fbd11eb960a9329eed1cde2/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_1233
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I10695c1c321511e5a795ac035416da91/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_809
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Idff53085089e11e490d4edf60ce7d742/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_856
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Idff53085089e11e490d4edf60ce7d742/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_856
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I2233e028fbbd11df88699d6fd571daba/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_620
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I59115990580911e9a6438b9dc1ba0379/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_511
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I59115990580911e9a6438b9dc1ba0379/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_511
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It is well-established that "both the hypothetical posed to the VE and the ALJ's 
RFC assessment must incorporate all of the claimant's limitations supported by 
the medical record."  Varga[, 794 F.3d at 813] (quoting Yurt[, 758 F.3d at 857].  
However, an ALJ may reasonably rely upon the opinion of a medical expert who 
translates these findings into an RFC determination.  See Johansen v. Barnhart, 
314 F.3d 283, 289 (7th Cir. 2002) (citing Meredith v. Bowen, 833 F.2d 650, 654 
(7th Cir. 1987) (“All that is required is that the hypothetical question [to the VE] 
be supported by the medical evidence in the record.”)). 
 
Here, the ALJ gave great weight to the opinion of Dr. Jeremy Meyers, who stated 
in the "Statement of Work Capacity" portion of his assessment that Burmester had 
the "ability to understand, remember and carry out simple instructions subject to 
physical limitations," that "maintaining concentration and attention should be 
manageable" and that she "should be able to withstand routine work stress and 
adapt to typical job site changes." These limitations were given to the vocational 
expert.  The ALJ gave the VE the hypothetical of a person "limited to simple, 
routine, repetitive tasks which would require only simple work-related decision 
making and would require few changes in the routine work setting with no more 
than occasional interaction with supervisors, coworkers, and the general public." 
 

Burmester, 920 F.3d at 511. 

 In this case, the ALJ found persuasive and well-supported the opinions of the state 

agency consulting psychologists, who found the following: 

The evidence suggests that claimant can understand, remember, and carry-out 
semi-skilled tasks.  The claimant can relate on an ongoing basis with co-workers 
and supervisors. The claimant can attend to task for sufficient periods of time to 
complete tasks.  The claimant can manage the stresses involved with semi-skilled 
work. 
 

[Dkt. 10-3 at 24.]  The opinion of Claimant's treating mental health counselor, Nicholas Fuller, 

which the ALJ also found to be persuasive, is consistent with that of the state agency consultants.  

See [Dkt. 10-7 at 309.]  The ALJ's RFC and relevant hypothetical question to the vocational 

expert limited Claimant as follows:  "He can understand, remember, and carry out simple, 

routine, repetitive tasks and make simple work-related decisions.  He can occasionally interact 

with supervisors and coworkers, and can never interact with the public."  [Dkt. 10-2 at 21, 65.]  

As in Burmester, the ALJ's RFC determination is supported by substantial evidence—the 

https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I10695c1c321511e5a795ac035416da91/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_813
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Idff53085089e11e490d4edf60ce7d742/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_857
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I87b1d04b89ba11d98b51ba734bfc3c79/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_289
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I87b1d04b89ba11d98b51ba734bfc3c79/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_289
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I82064558955811d993e6d35cc61aab4a/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_350_654
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I82064558955811d993e6d35cc61aab4a/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_350_654
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I59115990580911e9a6438b9dc1ba0379/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_506_511
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549643?page=24
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549647?page=309
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07318549642?page=21


15 

 

opinions of three medical professionals—and the basis for it was adequately articulated by the 

ALJ.4  Claimant has not demonstrated that remand is appropriate. 

V. Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, the Commissioner's decision is AFFIRMED.  

SO ORDERED. 

 

Dated:  29 NOV 2021 
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4 Indeed, as the Commissioner notes, Claimant does not point to any contrary medical opinion.   


